Taking its starting point from a socio-anthropological study combining biographical interviews, semi-structured interviews and ethnographic observations collected between 2016 and 2018 in Germany, France and the United States among Ovaherero and Nama activists, and also members of di erent institutions and associations, this article focuses on the question of human remains in the current struggle for recognition and reparation of the genocide of the Ovaherero and Nama from a transnational perspective. First, the text shows the ways in which the memory of human remains can be considered as a driving force in the struggle of the a ected communities. Second, it outlines the main points of mismatches of perspective between descendants of the survivors and the responsible museums during past restitutions of human remains from German anthropological collections. Third, the article more closely examines the resources of Ovaherero in the United States in the struggle for recognition and reparation, the recent discovery of Namibian human remains in the American Museum of Natural History in New York City and the questions that it raises.
Introduction

1
Between 1904 and 1908, over 100,000 people were killed in what is today known as the rst genocide of the twentieth century, which took place under German colonial rule in today's Namibia. 2 In January 1904, a er the Ovaherero, 3 an ethnic group in the central-eastern region of Namibia rebelled against injustices and violence committed under German colonial rule, a war broke out between the Ovaherero and the Germans. A er the defeat of the Ovaherero in the decisive battle of Waterberg in August 1904, the war turned into a genocide commanded by General Lothar Von Trotha. German troops sealed o the Omaheke desert through which the Ovaherero tried to ee to Botswana and poisoned the existing water points. The survivors of the massacres were sent to concentration camps that were
90
A er the First World War, Namibia (at the time South West Africa) was administered by South Africa, and subsequently was subjected to apartheid rule until it gained its independence in 1990. It was only then that the memory of the genocide of the Ovaherero and Nama, which could not nd expression under the apartheid regime, emerged, and that protests by the descendants of the survivors began. Since then, members of the a ected communities have been struggling for formal recognition of the genocide by the German government, an apology and reparation for the crimes committed. In July 2015, a er debates within the German Parliament on the recognition of the Armenian genocide, 6 the president of the Bundestag and the spokesperson of the German Foreign O ce described the mass crimes committed in Namibia as genocide. 7 However, up to today the German government has not o cially recognised the genocide as such.
Since the 1990s, Ovaherero and Nama have undertaken di erent actions towards the German government. Many of these have been undertaken by Ovaherero living in the United States. In 2001, a lawsuit against the German government and German companies that had bene ted from the genocide was led in a court in Washington, DC. 8 In July 2015, four months a er an online petition was launched in the United States and was handed in at several German embassies around the world and at the German Foreign Ministry in Berlin, Norbert Lammert, the president of the Bundestag, declared that the crimes committed should be called a genocide. 9 At the end of 2015, negotiations were set in place between the German and Namibian governments regarding the recognition and reparation of the genocide. To this day, they have not yet been concluded. Before the negotiations started, the German government declared that it was willing to o cially recognise the genocide, but that no reparations would be made. An argument frequently evoked by members of the German government is that development aid to Namibia has been augmented over recent decades. However, Ovaherero and Nama communities have stressed that this development aid -which is paid to the Namibian governmenthas not been redistributed in the areas mostly inhabited by Ovahereros, but in regions less a ected by the genocide. 10 Furthermore, development aid does not imply moral recognition, but can be interpreted as patronising charity. 11 A second lawsuit against the German government was led in a court in New York City in January 2017.
Claims by Ovaherero and Nama organisations in recent decades have also been directed towards the Namibian government. Precisely as a consequence of the genocide, the Ovaherero and Nama communities today constitute minority groups in Namibia and are barely represented in the Namibian Parliament. Up to today, the genocide is hardly present in Namibian public institutions and public life, for instance in school curricula and through memorials. 12 Despite a motion that was passed in the Namibian Parliament in 2006 anticipating the inclusion of Ovaherero and Nama community representatives in the negotiations with the German government, the a ected communities have been kept out of the process. Ovaherero and Nama have therefore launched the campaign 'It cannot be about us without us. Anything about us without us is against us' .
One of the demands of Ovaherero and Nama for reparation is for German nancial aid to purchase back the farmland which their ancestors lost during the genocide when it is put up for sale by its current owners. The question of land is all the more relevant because, until today, large areas of the farmland in Namibia, and especially the most fertile areas, remain in the hands of Namibian Germans, some of them the descendants of German settlers. 13 The demands for repatriation of human remains that are still part of various anthropological collections in Germany have also played a central role in this process. The rst restitutions of human skulls and skeletons from German anthropological collections took place in 2011 and 2014.
Ovaherero and Nama have lived in a widespread diaspora since the beginning of the twentieth century. Many survivors of the genocide were those who were able to ee from the German colonial territory and reach Botswana and South Africa. Later, during South African rule, numerous Ovaherero and Nama -and other Namibians ghting the apartheid system -le the country as refugees. A considerable number of these former migrants and their descendants are still living in the diaspora and reside in countries such as South Africa, Botswana, the United Kingdom, Germany and the United States. This article argues that the transnational dimension is central in the current struggle for recognition and reparation of the genocide. Having members in di erent countries of the world has given the a ected communities di erent resources, including in the question of restitution of human remains. Furthermore, the discovery of skulls and skeletons from Namibia in the American Museum of Natural History in New York City (AMNH) in the summer 2017 has put the international scope of the scienti c anthropological collections themselves into the foreground.
This article is based on a socio-anthropological study combining biographical interviews, semi-structured interviews and ethnographic observations collected between 2016 and 2018 in Germany, France and the United States among Ovaherero and Nama activists, as well as members of di erent institutions and associations. While biographical interviews enable us to go back in time and grasp individuals' embeddedness in collective processes from a dynamic perspective, ethnographic observations allow us to contrast these accounts with observations of concrete actions that have taken place.
14 Fi een biographical interviews with Ovaherero men and women of di erent ages, with di erent educational and professional backgrounds and who had arrived in the United States at di erent points in time were conducted in the United States in 2017. 15 All were involved in the struggle for recognition and reparation of the genocide, although the degree and the forms of their political engagement varied. One biographical interview with an Ovaherero activist living in Germany and ten semi-structured interviews with Ovaherero and Nama 16 Although I never explicitly questioned my interview partners on human remains, this topic was repeatedly addressed in the accounts and was shown to play a central role in interviewees' motivation to engage in the struggle for recognition and reparation of the genocide.
This article rst shows the ways in which the memory of human remains can be considered as a driving force in the struggle of the a ected communities. Second, it outlines the main points of mismatch of perspective between descendants of the survivors and the museums responsible during past restitutions of human remains from German anthropological collections. Third, the text examines more closely the resources of Ovaherero in the United States in the struggle for recognition and reparation, the recent discovery of Namibian human remains in the AMNH and the questions which it raises.
The memory of human remains: spoken and silent transmission and the burden of memory
The treatment of dead bodies during and a er the colonial period forms a nodal point in the motivation of the struggle for recognition of genocide. The spoliation of graves in itself, through which collectors of skulls and skeletons dug out human remains in order to send them to German anthropological collections, is considered as one of the reasons why Ovaherero took up armed resistance against the German occupation in 1904 in the rst place. 17 The biographical interviews conducted with Ovaherero activists in the United States showed that the memory concerning human remains is particularly vivid and that it has been transmitted to the descendants of survivors in di erent ways. Because of the cruelty of the events and the pain that the history-telling triggered, these memories could not always be transmitted directly. In the collected life stories, the memory of the dead bodies has been transmitted in di erent ways: through a chosen family member (o en a woman) who was in charge of passing on the memory of the events; through non-verbal communication; or through the life context itself, such as the names of villages where the persons grew up. The memory of human remains was revealed to be closely linked to the question of land, as will be shown below. 
Scattered bones
When asked about the experience of his ancestors during the genocide, one of the leading Ovaherero activists in the United States recalled the narrations that had been transmitted to him through his grandmother, who was in charge of the passing on of the family history.
My grandmother was seventeen at the time of the genocide. She and her family were running through the desert for their lives. At some point, her uncle stayed back with her mother who was feeling tired and helped her lie down under a tree. Her uncle told my grandma to continue running with the others, that he would look a er her mother.
In the evening, he joined them, he was alone. She asked him: 'Where is my mom?' He looked at her sadly. Then she started screaming and ran away from the group in the dark, in a random direction, alone, she was so mad at him. People were running in groups. A er some time, she found another group, and joined it. At some point, the group was captured by German soldiers. They were taken to the concentration camp of (name of the concentration camp). 18 There, she met my grandfather.
The memory of this woman, who was haunted all her life by the thought of the body of her mother lying in the desert, was transmitted to her children and grandchildren. The scattered bones that are still found in the desert as well as on construction sites in Namibia until today constitute a particularly vivid memory for the descendants of the survivors of the genocide, especially as many of them grew up in rural areas with their grandparents, who were directly a ected by the genocide, while their parents pursued their professional life in the cities.
Names of villages
The memory of human remains was also transmitted by the context in which the interviewees grew up, such as the names of villages. Here, the transmission was indirect, but because it was inscribed in the names of villages or other local places themselves, the memory gained an omnipresent dimension. A woman activist began her life story in the following way:
I grew up in a small town, I call it a town, I don't call it a village, in Omanana. Omanana in Otjiherero 19 means bones! So that name of the town is Omanana! And that was because on the road to Botswana! These people were dying along the way. Just bones scattered. (. . .) So it was something I was taught very early. That there was this war. 20
German graveyards and non-verbal communication
Another way in which the memory of human remains and the injustice experienced was transmitted was by comparison with the fate of German human remains and through non-verbal communication. While barely any monuments or graves for the Ovaherero and Nama victims of the genocide exist in Namibia, even today, German cemeteries are still well maintained 21 and are located in central public areas, and are thereby visible to the Namibian population. An Ovaherero activist recalled how, as a child, he gradually understood, by regularly walking past a German Here, the grandmother mainly answered the questions with yes and no. The energetic way in which she stressed her 'no' , however, conveyed to her grandson the feeling that something unfair had happened. Furthermore, by delaying her answer and by her repetition of the words 'my little one' , she indicated to him that this topic was a serious one that was reserved to grown-ups.
Visiting one's ancestors' land
Another indirect way of conveying the pain that the loss of family members and the fate of their dead bodies had meant consisted in concrete demands engaging action. The above-mentioned activist who recalled the way that his grandmother had lost her mother at the age of seventeen later told about a wish the grandmother had expressed at the end of her life:
When my grandmother turned eighty-ve, we asked her what she wished for her birthday. She said she wanted us to take her to the farm where she had grown up. We asked her: ' Are you sure that that is really what you want, don't you want something else?' , because we knew it would be di cult to nd the place, and that it would probably be di cult to access it by car. She said: 'Yes, that's what I want. ' Finally, a er much research and di culties in reaching the place, we got to the farm. We sank into sand right in front of it. The current owner, of Italian descent, did not seem very pleased about our request but helped us out of the sand. Once we arrived on the farmland, my grandmother walked right through the property, looking for the graves of her grandparents, who had died before the genocide and who were buried there.
Here, the grandmother's wish and the deed -undertaking numerous di culties in order to see the grave of her grandparents, who, as was customary among 
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Ovaherero, had been buried on the family's land and who (contrary to her mother) had graves -spoke for itself. A er a pause, the activist concluded: 'That's the burden of memory. ' The demands for monetary reparation, through which Ovaherero aim to purchase back the land they owned before the genocide, are thereby revealed to be closely connected to the question of human remains. Another activist quoted above recalled the moment when her uncle bought a farm close to Waterberg: 22 So my other uncle! Who bought a farm! From Wagner in Waterberg the reason why he bought the farm was because all his family was buried there. During the war! And prewar! So when he bought it, it was to preserve what was really his-his history.
Feeling committed
The atrocities of the crimes committed and the mistreatment of living and dead bodies was described as an important driving force to engage in the struggle for the recognition and reparation of the genocide. One of the practices in the concentration camps that was documented by German soldiers consisted in forcing Ovaherero women to scrape o the esh of victims' heads with sharp pieces of glass before they were shipped to anthropological collections in Germany. Notably, this was documented on a postcard that was sent at the time, depicting skulls being put into boxes to be sent to the Pathology Institute in Berlin and on which a German soldier had written: 'The skulls, which have been freed from their esh by Herero women using glass shards, come from Hereros who have been hanged or killed in action. ' 23 In some cases, these heads were those of the children, husbands or other relatives of the women. In response to the question whether other Namibians could understand the e ects of the genocide, an Ovaherero activist interviewed in the United States explained that she had told some non-Ovaherero and Nama persons in Namibia about the atrocities and that they felt more understanding a er hearing about these events. She continued, using the letter 'X' to avoid explicitly naming particularly painful events:
The way in which the crimes were committed is not forgivable! You can't forget. How can you forget women being raped or tortured or families taking the heads of their loved ones and scraping the esh o . I mean, when you think about it how do youeven if you as a child-and you are being told that this person survived because they did X? There is a magnitude there that is vast! And how do you heal from that? What help came along the way for them to-heal and to come to terms with that! Event. NOTHING! Later in her narration, the same interviewee recalled seeing skulls in the process of demands for restitution in Berlin. Some skulls from Namibia had scratches on them, and possibly she was hinting that they were the result of the practices named above:
So I mean I think it's worth! Looking at why we are so passionate about it! Because we may not necessarily understand the signs! Behind why we feel this way! But this has 
Restitutions from German collections and mismatches of perspective
For many decades, the fate of human remains was present mainly within the family space and in a wider oral tradition among Ovaherero and Nama communities. This changed in 2006, when numerous human bones were found in the area of a former concentration camp that in the meantime had been a diamond mining site and that had not been accessible for a long time. 24 This event marked an important turning point and led to a repositioning of the Namibian government on the issue of recognition and reparation of the genocide, which was connected to the passing of the motion in Parliament in 2006. In 2008, the assumed existence of skulls from Namibia in di erent German institutions was made public, notably in the German television magazine FAKT.
25 Discussions started in Namibia concerning the demand for restitution of these human remains. The Namibian government expressed readiness to formally ask for the restitution of the skulls and skeletons. Debates emerged about the fate of the human remains a er their return to Namibia. While some voices advocated for burial of the remains, others pleaded that they should be exhibited in a public museum in Namibia in order to remind people of the cruelties committed. A burial, so the supporters of this alternative claimed, would equate to forgetting about the past. In 2009 an agreement was nally reached that the skulls would be housed in a museum a er their return. A formal request through diplomatic channels was engaged the same year. 26 At the same time, an interdisciplinary research project funded by the German Research Foundation, entitled 'Charité Human Remains Project' , was launched at the Charité, Berlin's university hospital. 27 The project, conducted from 2010 to 2013 under the leadership of Thomas Schnalke and Andreas Winkelmann, was mainly triggered by restitution claims from Namibia that concerned human remains in two collections held by the Charité. The project aimed to conduct provenance research on relevant parts of the collections from a historical and a physical-anthropological perspective in order to provide a basis for the negotiations concerning the demands for restitution. In 2011, twenty skulls were restituted to Namibia by the Charité. Further human remains of twenty-one persons followed in 2014. The same year, the University of Freiburg also returned fourteen skulls to Namibia. 28 The process demonstrated a mismatch of perspectives concerning the status of the human remains. While the holders of anthropological collections tend to consider human remains as objects as long as they have not been identi ed, the members of a ected communities perceive them as the remains of individuals, and potentially of their ancestors. Despite considerable e orts by the researchers engaged in the project, strong disappointment could be identi ed among the a ected communities concerning the results of provenance research. While many had hoped that the identity of the individuals whose bones had been kept in collections could be reconstructed, the reality proved to be quite di erent. The goal in collecting human remains at the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries was to identify anthropological di erences -and a hierarchybetween di erent 'races' 29 and to prove the inferiority of persons with a 'black' skin colour compared to those with a 'white' skin colour. 30 Therefore, while collecting human remains, the researchers at the time did not record elements concerning the individual identity of the dead, but most o en only those elements related to their ethnic belonging or the region where they lived in. Once cut from their identity, the human remains were considered as objects. The way in which the collecting was done thus de-individualised and de-humanised individuals, 31 and makes identication of the skulls and skeletons almost impossible. The loss of important parts of catalogues and archives of anthropological collections during both world wars 32 has rendered research on identity even more di cult. Extensive provenance research combining a historical and an anthropological approach has shown that it is possible to reconstruct the identity of some human remains in isolated cases, but this, when it occurs, is a very seldom and o en almost miraculous result. 33 The near impossibility of identifying the human remains in the collections also contributes to the di culty in deciding on the fate of the skulls and skeletons and in 're-humanising' them. For example, burial a er their return to Namibia was considered to be di cult because the precise place of origin of the remains -and with it the locations where they should be buried -could not be identi ed. The human remains that have been repatriated until now currently lie in the basement of the Independence Memorial Museum in Windhoek. The con ict over their fate persists. Some members of the a ected communities believe that the remains should be buried in a collective public place.
Many of the remains collected during the genocide are still used for research. In the course of the demands of restitution, for example, activists in Berlin, among them Ovaherero, contacted the Berlin Society for Anthropology, Ethnology and Prehistory, requesting to see the human remains from Namibia that were held in its collection. The curators of the collection at rst refused, explaining that access to the human remains was possible only for researchers who made a formal request to the institution for scienti c investigation. However, debates have also been conducted among the Ovaherero and Nama activists about the meaning of holding the human remains in the Independence Memorial Museum in Windhoek. While some insist on the importance of reminding about the atrocities committed for research purposes, and while they consider their wish to see the skulls exhibited as an ongoing ght of their ancestors against the mistreatment they have received, others interpret the fact of non-burial and using them for political purposes as a continuing instrumentalisation of the remains.
Human remains in the American Museum of Natural History
Resources of Ovaherero in the United States
In August 2017, an e-mail sent by a German activist who himself had received the information through a researcher in Germany reached the organisation of Ovaherero in the United States that is engaged in the struggle for recognition and The activists in the country have reverted to di erent resources which the US context has given them. One of them is the freedom of expression which the US context, as well as the distance from their country of origin, has allowed. Some recalled that, especially in the 1990s, civil servants in Namibia could face di culties in their professional advancement if they engaged in the struggle for recognition and reparation of the genocide. Another resource is the legal framework. The US American Alien Tort Claims Act enables foreign citizens to le lawsuits from US courts against governments for human rights violations conducted outside of the country. It was on the basis of this legislation that Ovaherero led a lawsuit against the German government in 2001 and 2017. Another major resource frequently evoked in the interviews consists of economic resources. An income in US dollars has enabled the activists to pay for the travel costs linked to their struggle, including travel expenses for the return of human remains. The di erence of value has also permitted them to support actions in Namibia, such as the ongoing creation of a cultural centre on Ovaherero culture and history. Ovaherero activists in the United States have also made donations in order to cover the travel expenses of activists living in Namibia in relation to di erent actions of the struggle, notably those taking place in the United States, as well as the costs of the lawsuits that have been led. 34 The interviewees also mentioned the importance of a dialogue with di erent groups of victims of genocides which the US context has fostered. Ovaherero Elise Pape in the United States have co-operated with other groups and organisations of victims, mainly with Jewish ones. The members of these organisations have provided the Ovaherero with legal advice on actions concerning reparation, and have also helped them to develop emotional resources to cope with the public expression of the crimes committed. Institutions such as a Memorial Center for the Holocaust on the East Coast have organised a variety of events, such as workshops for victims of genocides, to which descendants of the survivors of the Ovaherero and Nama genocide living in the United States were invited. One interviewee recalled his experience in one of these workshops, during which he gained the resources to express family experiences of genocide in public. He evoked his constant fear of encountering revisionists of the genocide and the feelings that such a position could trigger.
At one of the gatherings, there was a Jewish lady who spoke very openly about what she and her ancestors had experienced. Later, when we were alone, I asked her: 'How do you do that? Speak so openly? Aren't you always afraid that there will be someone in the room who will deny that the genocide happened?' And do you know what she said to me? 'The cause is bigger than myself. ' I always remember this when I undertake public actions concerning the genocide.
Being able to speak about the way the genocide has a ected their family past has thereby also become a political resource to which the US context has contributed.
The resources the Ovaherero activists can draw on in their struggle are two-sided: they have used the skills and resources both of their American experiences and of their refugee and migrant experiences. During their anti-apartheid engagement, and later during their survival in refugee camps in di erent countries where they lived before arriving in the United States, such as in Botswana, Angola or Kenya, they developed skills on how to undertake collective actions, o en on a transnational scale, in order to reach their aims. This experience explains the e ectiveness of the actions of this relatively small group and their impact on current international political processes.
Human remains in a museum in New York City
Soon a er the discovery of the presence of human remains of eight individuals from Namibia in the AMNH, Ovaherero activists contacted the museum. The rst two meetings took place in September 2017, during which Ovaherero were able to see the human remains. One meeting was between the Ovaherero who led the court case and museum personnel; the other meeting, a few days later, was between a delegation comprising thirteen Ovaherero living in the United States and a Jewish museum sta member, and two museum representatives from the AMNH. A third meeting took place in October 2017 between museum representatives and a delegation of thirty Ovaherero and Nama, this time mainly activists living in Namibia or other countries who had travelled to New York in the frame of the lawsuit that has been led in New York City (see below). Beforehand, through e-mail exchange with the German researcher who had discovered the presence of the remains in the , he used his private collection as teaching material. This collection, which he had started to create in the 1870s, contained skulls and skeletons from the entire world that he had purchased with personal funding and was the largest one in Berlin. 35 By 1914, the remains of about 15,000 individuals made up Berlin's four anthropological collections. 36 At the end of his career, a er having spent many years measuring bones and comparing his results, Luschan wrote: 'Thus all attempts to divide humanity into arti cial groups according to skin color, the length or width of the cerebral capsule, or the type of hair, etc., are completely misleading…. All humanity consists of only one species: Homo sapiens. ' 37 However, some of his successors, such as Eugen Fischer who took over his chair at the University, had other convictions and held central positions in academic institutions under National Socialism, such as the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute of Anthropology, Human Heredity and Eugenics.
In 1923, Luschan put his private collection up for sale. By then, it contained more than 5,600 skulls and skeletons. He set the price at 40,000 dollars, which today equates about half a million dollars. A er rst o ering 30,000 dollars, Henry Osborn, the president of the AMNH at the time, paid the entire amount. In order to cover the costs, he asked for a donation by Felix Warburg, a German-American banker of Jewish descent. When Felix von Luschan died shortly a er, in 1924, his wife received the funds. 38 The acquisition doubled the physical-anthropological holdings of the AMNH. At the time, the anthropological collection of the AMNH mainly contained human remains from American Indians. Through the purchase of Luschan's collection, the museum acquired human remains of individuals from many di erent parts of the world. 39 During the decades that followed the museum's acquisition, the human remains were used for research. A er the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) was passed in 1990, 40 several human remains from the AMNH were returned to the a ected communities. In accordance with the law, however, these repatriations concerned only human remains that originated from US territory. Some of the human remains returned in the frame of NAGPRA come from Luschan's collection, for example skulls that the scientist had collected in Hawaii. Until the recent demand of Ovaherero to see the remains, the skulls and skeletons of the eight individuals from Namibia were themselves stored in the collection that a curator of anthropology at the museum described as the 'most heavily utilized one' , a collection used by scientists 'on a daily basis' . 41 Despite the fact that NAGPRA has resulted in museum personnel in the United States having a longer experience with restitution of human remains and developing a greater sensitivity in this eld than in other countries, points of dissent persist between the representatives of the museum and the a ected communities. As mentioned in the above, this again concerns the status of the human remains -whether they are objects or the remains of human beings. For example, one of the museum personnel explained that because 'large parts of the collection are una liated' they are 'fair game for study ' . 42 At the same time, museum personnel in di erent countries have stressed that provenance research concerning human remains cannot be done because of its high cost. Activists engaged in the return of human remains have retorted that the question of costs is foremost a question of prioritisation in the use of the budget. This question is all the more sensitive because Ovaherero and Nama mostly pay the expenses linked to their struggle and the repatriation of human remains, such as regular travel to di erent continents, from their personal resources, which in some cases is a large part of their private budget. Here, the economic aspect raises the question of whose responsibility it is to work on the provenance and repatriation of human remains: the institutions' , or the individuals' -mostly members of the a ected communities.
The AMNH has expressed an immediate readiness to return the human remains to Namibia and is now waiting for a formal request. Similarly to the repatriation process from German collections since the 2010s, dissent exists concerning the fate of the remains a er their restitution. A common wish on the part of the descendants of survivors is that the AMNH should organise a local exhibit on the history of the human remains, thereby making the historical entanglement of US American and German anthropological collections a subject of discussion.
The presence of human remains at the AMNH has also been linked to the court case led in January 2017. Because the German government sent no representatives to New York City, the court hearings rst scheduled in March, July and October 2017 have been delayed three times. The third meeting of Ovaherero and Nama with AMNH personnel coincided with the planned court hearing that had been rescheduled for 12 October 2017. Ovaherero and Nama, including traditional chiefs, travelled to New York City on that occasion. On 13 October, thirty Ovaherero and Nama were received by museum personnel to see the remains. In public speeches given on this occasion as well as in the argumentation of the lawyer defending the descendants of the survivors, the presence of human remains in New York City was linked to the relevance of legally treating the case in the United States. The human remains in anthropological collections in general and at the AMNH in particular are, furthermore, evoked in the class action complaint that was handed in by the Ovaherero's lawyer at the Court of the Southern District of New York in February 2018. Although the attorney defending the German government has asked for dismissal of the case on the grounds of state immunity, the judge in charge of the court case could indeed rule for con scations of public and private German goods in New York City. The court case remains unconcluded to this day. 
Conclusion
The treatment of human remains during and a er German colonial rule in Namibia, in particular the skulls and skeletons that until today are part of anthropological collections throughout the world, constitutes a central motivation for descendants of the survivors to struggle for recognition, an apology and reparation of the genocide of the Ovaherero and Nama by the German government. The discovery of human remains at the AMNH in August 2017 has stressed the transnational scope of the collecting of human remains and the global dimension of the construction of a racist ideology in the name of science. At the same time, the struggle for the recognition of the genocide and the demands for restitution of human remains to Namibia are facilitated precisely by the transnational dimension of the Ovaherero and Nama communities. Furthermore, di erent national standards in di erent countries of the world concerning the treatment of human remains have led to advancement on an international scale and pressure on di erent countries to address the history of their collections and develop guidelines concerning the return of human remains. Also here, the repatriation demands of the activists of the a ected communities are at the origin of this process. In the United States and in Australia, for example, movements of American Indians and of First Nations people explain a more progressive stance concerning human remains in public collections than in other countries of the world. Despite these developments, the ongoing discoveries in museums of human remains collected in contexts of violence point to di erences in perspective between the members of a ected communities and museum holders. While the rst consider them as potentially their ancestors, whom their parents or grandparents have mourned all their lives, the second mainly consider them as objects, as long as their identity has not been revealed. This identity can be reconstructed only through extensive provenance research that is, however, only seldom de ned as a nancial priority by the institutions concerned.
What is particularly at stake here is the way science and knowledge have been constructed. While high-ranked academic institutions have participated in constructing a hierarchy between individuals coming from di erent parts of the world, not proactively engaging with this past can be seen as not actively engaging in a deconstruction of this ideology. At the same time, because of the cruelty of the past events, the transmitted memory of the e ects of the genocide and of the treatment of dead bodies is di cult to put into words for the descendants of the survivors. Expressing this memory in public political negotiations can therefore be a challenge for the actors and actresses of the struggle for recognition and reparation of the genocide. Perhaps the skulls of Ovaherero and Nama that have been returned to Namibia up to now will one day be buried -once they have said the inexpressible, and once post-genocidal dynamics can be transcended. 
